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"

Ms. Loukie Lofchie , ,
J)runswick,A~ Citi1=s' for ',a~ En~t
P. O. Box 24S ," . -,
Brunswick. ME ' 04011

, Subject:, Review of "Technical Memorandu~t,Preumina.rY Assessinentand Field rnvestigation's:
Site 11. [Fire Training' Areal, Brunswick Naval Air Station, Brunswick. Maine". November
1993. ' " ,

Dear Ms. Lofehie:

" .

, ,

As requested by the'Bn1nswi~kArea Citiuns for a, safe Environment (BACSB). Robert G.
Gerber~ Inc~ (RGGI). _ reviewed the "Tecbnic:al Memorandum, ~minary Assessment and

.. Field Investigations: Site 11, [Fue Training ,~), ~nmswick Naval Air Station, Brunswick, '
Maine" ~ dated November 1-993. The document was prepared by ABB Environmental Services,

. Inc•• (ABB) for the U. S. ,Department of ~eNavy,for the Naval Air Station Brunswick (NAS
Brunswick) located in llrunswick, Maine. The subject document is intended to present, the '

, results of geophysical survey, test pitting, an~ drum sampling activities conducted at Site 11
between July and September 1993. ',' ,

Site '11, also known ~s the rue rlaining Area, i.s located near the bltersection of Old Gumet and
Sandy R0a4s in ~,~t·ceri~ :porticm,.of NAS"BrunsWtCk.; ,·The si~·'~'8S,reportcd.ly ~sed fot
rue training exercises,fro~nhe 1950. until the 19808. :During training, various fuels, solvents.
and o,ther materials ~ere dumped on the 'ground and set, on rue. :;No control measures were
implemented to prevent the! mfiltration of~ materials into' the soil unti119S7, when a concrete
pad and berm were constructed.. As a result, soil and groundWaZr at Site '11 are contaminated
by a variety of constituents.

Results of earlier environnienta1'investii~tion8,Wete reported in'the 1990 Draft Final Remedial
Investigation, <R:I> and the 1991 Draft Final SupPlemental IU leports,prepacCd by B. C. Jordan.
R~t information indicated that, in addition to the~ and bu,ming of the materials during

.tire training exercises. drums might also have beel) buried ,~t Site, 11. The 'subject document
describes field investigations conducted in ,1993. These investi~,ns demonstrated that drums

. had been buried at Site 11. The Navy is proposing to remove the'drums and conduct additional
investigatio~s to confirm all drums have been found an~ ·~oved.', " .

, '.
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We have· summarized our commentS and Ccmcems in ,the following:
• " I • •

. .
1. Cover Letter. The cover Ietter states that Ehe sUbj~t document contains the results of field
activities conducted ·in September. 1993. ~ ~owever, the text indicates activities were conductedm1uly, August. and September 1993. The cover'le~ should be.correcte4. ' .. " . ' ,.. .

. . .
. 2. Page 1·1. It would be helpful· to have ·tne purpose of the report clearly stated in the
'in~uction, particularly for' people revie~ing the ,report who may not have seen the cover
let~.... ' -""::'" '. ":, . .' ',:":,.' ': ,.. ," ,'! ::." , :,' ", ' ' , '

3. Page 2-3. The piping'described at ~e top oithe page is not aPPMent on figure 4-1. Please
provide an explanation' why the piping was'~t detected by the geophysical methods e~ployect
at Site U. The proposed activiW;s to remove the buried, drums at the site shovld.be expan~ed
to include the removal of the un~ergroun4 ~torage tank: and'associated piping, and evaluation.of
potential contamination at the. tank si~ and along the piping.' .

. ' . .

4. Pales 3-1· - 3-4.' F.or what years were aerial photographs co~ering Site 11 available for
review? Wu:d1~April'1959 photo ~e first.to conclusively sb~w the location of the fire training
activities? The Brunswick.Fire Chief was able to provide·information concerning SOme of the
activities that oCcurred at the site during the 27 years, he's ~. with the local fire department, '
which helped to focus the·~t search for buried drums. What so~rces (in addition to aerial .
photographs) has the Navy consulted concerning activities conducted at Site 11 prior.to 19661
HaS the Navy evaluated other .possible sites (besides Site:11). where fire training exercises may

. have been.conducted?, How certain is the Navy that fire training has been confined to Site 111'.' .
. ,.f

5. Pages 4-1 .. 4-3. :Additipnal infonnation concerning the eapabilities of the inStnlmetlts used
in the geoPhysical surveys should be provided.mord~ to propCrly evaluate ·the results. How
far belo,w the ground surface C()uld re1.i$1e data be interpretedt 'and what were the. site-specific
factprs ll~~g the e.ffectiv~~ of ,the instrumen~?, The criteria for., se1ecttin; magnetic
anomalies (or GPR (ground penetrating radar) surveys, as,well~ for selecting anomalies for test
pitting, should also b~ provided. ~ere~: to be sevezal 'anomalies on Figure .4-1 (such as
the area. at 200N, 360B) that may warrant ~er investigation. In addition, how will ~e
potential for buried drums be evaluated in tf1~ vicinity of monitoring wells and 'other features
aftccting the geophysical data? '. .

6. Pa,e 5-1. The ~~d pUagraph c1eScribes ~etallic 'debris encountered in sev.eral test pits
,as non-hazardous.. H~ w.as ·.that determination m.?· .

. .

7.. Page '6-1 & 6-2~ What were th~ criteria for selecting tllc'three liquid samples for analysis?
Drums wererepo~ly encountered in S·test pits (page S-1)• .How was the det.ennination 'made
that the sample from the drum at TP-93..11 was mostly water? .

ROBERTO.
GERBER. INC,
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. . . .., .

8. Page.7·1 & 7-2•. In the flIst pamgrapJi of S~tion '7.0, the amount of liquids and sludges
remaining in the drums is, describ~, as ~knoWD. " While tN,a ,may 'be true,' ~hat is more
impqrtant is that the constituents of ~e drum conten~ Ue also unknown. The laboratory results

, appear ~ indicate that only o~e drum sample was pure methyl ethyl ketone. We agree that all
drums should be removed as soon as possible, and, that the drums and their contents be disposed
or properly,. It is also necessary to t:est the contents of ~e_d~ms and evaluate the potential for
contamination in the immediate vicinity of the',d~ms. The confirmatory geophysical surveys
,should be.Peri'orm~ ~fore.the excavations resuW.ng from drum r,emoval arc bac1di11ed in order
~,(O~,,~ ~ti~~~1V~S:'Q1,other ~~ ,." ndt ~1¢ed at a~ter ~tI,t. In adt!ition,
,other potenti8I '~urces (See ,Comments abOV~) 'sholi1d be evaluated concurrently to ensure that
'source removal activities'at Site 11' are comprehensiv~, and not just limited to the caches of
.drums found to date. ' ' .

. .. .
9. Page ' ..2. What.is the anticipated timeframe for the activities proposed in' the subject
d~ument1 " ,

10. General Comm~t. ,How was.the potential for radioactive ~ds'eva1uated at Site 11.'. . ....

Please do not hesitate to give us a can if you have,~y questions on the ,comments above.. . '." . . .. '

.sincerely,
RObe11 G. 'G~, inc. '

~(J.&-P
,ClI;'Olyn A. Lepage, e.G.
D~r of Operations, ' ,

"

....•~~~
"', Andrews L. Tohnan, e.G.

, Chief Hydrogeologist, .
\ • ..-,'..... 't' ,oO".
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